But Abrams has overlooked an important feature of the latter set of examples which may cast doubt on her conclusions concerning euthanasia. This is that Diane's and Dick's acts are courageous, involving a considerable degree of personal risk, whereas Carol's and Ernest's omissions are not courageous. We praise the acts more highly than the omissions on account of this element of courage. Yet omissions can be more courageous than acts, in some circumstances, and in such cases we may expect the former to be more praiseworthy than the latter, all other things being equal. By contrast, I do not think we judge an evil act or omission to be more blameworthy, all other things being equal, on account of its being more cowardly. At least, the law does not draw such a distinction, even if popular morality does.
So there is an asymmetry between good acts and omissions on the one hand and evil acts and omissions on the other: but it is more complex than Abrams imagines. The asymmetry consists not, as Abrams supposes, in good acts being more praiseworthy than comparable good omissions whereas comparable evil acts and omissions are equally blameworthy; but, rather, in courageous acts or omissions being more praiseworthy than comparable non-courageous acts or omissions whereas cowardly acts or Discussion omissions and comparable non-cowardly acts or omissions are equally blameworthy.
This conclusion obviously undermines Abrams' contention that active euthanasia is quite generally morally preferable to passive euthanasia (all other things being equal), since (a) in most circumstances in which euthanasia is contemplated no element of courage will enter the issue (since there will be no personal risk to the agent, unless the law creates an artificial one), in which case we may expect no moral distinction between the active and passive varieties; but (b) although unusual circumstances may arise in which an element of courage is involved, there is no reason to suppose that in all such cases active euthanasia will be more courageous than passive euthanasia.
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